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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the application filed on November 19, 2003. 

2. Claims 1-36 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 8: Claim 8 is vague and indefinite because it makes reference to itself in the 

following limitation: The method of claim 8, further comprising the step of. For 
purpose of examination the claim is interpreted as depending from Claim 6. 

Claim 9: Claim 9 is vague and indefinite because it makes reference to itself in the 

following limitation: The method of claim 9, further comprising the step of. For 
purpose of examination the claim is interpreted as depending from Claim 6. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
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subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

6. Claims 1, 4, 5, 10, 13, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Funk (US 6,059,185) in view of DiNapoli (US 6,826,445 B2). 

Claim 1: Funk discloses the following limitations, but does not disclose any other 

limitations: 

• obtaining account information from a check document (Funk, column 2, 
lines 37-43) 

• comparing the account information from said check document to account 
information from a bank document to verify a match (Funk, column 2, 
lines 45-55) 

However, DiNapoli discloses the following limitation: 

• associating the check document with the bank document upon verifying 
a match (DiNapoli, column 2, lines 45-65) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the processing method of Funk with the mailing technique of DiNapoli because 
"...the traditional check processing procedure is a time-consuming and tedious process" 
(DiNapoli, column 2, Nnes1-7). 

Claim 4: Funk/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 1. In regard to 

the limitation of wherein said bank document is a bank statement, DiNapoli further 
discloses a matched mailing system that pairs bank statements with related cancelled 
checks (DiNapoli, column 2, lines 45-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the processing method of Funk by 
applying the matching technique of DiNapoli because matching checks to related bank 
statements is an effective method of verifying a customer's account activity. 

Claim 5: Funk/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 1. DiNapoli 

further discloses wherein said method is employed during a mail insertion operation 
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(DiNapoli column 1 , lines 1-20). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine the sorting method of Funk with the mailing 
technique of DiNapoli because it would improve efficiency to avoid having to manually 
reconcile more than one collation in an over-count error (DiNapoli column 3, lines 15-24). 
Claim 10: Funk/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 9. DiNapoli 
further discloses diverting said set of check documents containing said identified 
mismatched check document (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 10-20). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
processing method of Funk with the mailing technique of DiNapoli because providing for 
an automated method of removing identified errors improves processing speed and 
efficiency. 

Claim 13: Funk/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 1. With regard 
to the limitation of wherein said account information is a character string comprising a 
plurality of characters, Funk further discloses a system where account information in the 
form of a string of characters is read from a check (Funk, column 1 , lines 39-45). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the data capture method of Funk with the matching technique of DiNapoli 
because the ability to obtain account information displayed as a character string adds 
extra utility to the matching component of the mail insertion process. 

Claim 36: Funk discloses the following limitations, but does not disclose any other limitations: 

• means for determining account information from each check in a set of check 
documents (Funk, column 1, lines 39-45) 

However, DiNapoli discloses the following limitations: 

• means for determining account information from a bank statement (DiNapoli, 
column 2, lines 45-65) 



Application/Control Number: 10/717,428 Page 5 

Art Unit: 4143 

• means for determining whether said check document account information 
matches said bank statement account information (DiNapoli, column 2, lines 45- 
65) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the data capture method of Funk with the matching technique of DiNapoli 
because it would improve efficiency to avoid having to manually reconcile more than one 
collation in an over-count error (DiNapoli column 3, lines 15-24). 
7. Claims 2, 15-20, 22, 23, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Cahill (US 5,678,046 A) in view of Funk (US 6,059,185 A). 

Claim 2: Cahill discloses the limitations of: 

• capturing an image of at least a portion of each of a plurality of check 
documents in a set of check documents (Cahill, column 14, lines 55-65); 

• determining account information from said image for each of the plurality 
of check documents (Cahill, column 14, lines 60-67, account information 
is read from the MICR line of the check thus determining account 
information). 

Cahill does not disclose the limitation of comparing the account information of at 
least one said plurality of check documents to the account information of at least 
one other check document in said set of check documents to determine a match. 
However, Funk discloses a process that compares account information from 
paper checks to account information taken from other checks and downloaded to 
a database in order to determine a match (Funk, column 2, line 55-column 3, line 
5). It would be obvious to modify the image capturing system and method of 
Cahill to incorporate the "matching" system and method taught in Funk because 
the traditional check processing procedure is a time-consuming and tedious 
process and otherwise each time a check is handled or encoded, an opportunity 
for error is introduced (see Funk, column 2, lines 1-7). 
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Claim 15: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 2. With 
regard to the limitation of wherein said check set is matched with at least one 
second set of check documents, wherein each set contains account information 
for related accounts, Funk further discloses a method of matching paper checks 
based on similar account information (Funk, column 1 , lines 39-45). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the data capture method of Cahill with the matching technique of Funk 
because "...the traditional check processing procedure is a time-consuming and 
tedious process" (DiNapoli, column 2, lines1-7). 

Claim 16: Cahill discloses the following limitations, but does not disclose any other 
limitations: 

• passing a check document set through a check feeder device, wherein 
said set comprises at least one check document (Cahill, column 14, lines 
20-25); 

• imaging each check document in said set via an imaging device to create 
an image (Cahill, column 8, lines 25-35); 

• determining account information for each check document from each 
said image (Cahill, column 5, line 65-column 6, line 5); 

However, Funk discloses the following limitation: 

• comparing said account information from each check document in said 
set to account number information on a bank document (Funk, column 2, 
lines 45-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the check feeder of Cahill, the imaging and account 
information capturing methods of Cahill, and the matching technique of Funk 
because providing for the methods and apparatus mentioned above increases 
the speed, utility, and efficiency of the mail insertion process. 
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Claim 18: Cahill discloses the limitation of an imaging device, wherein said check document 
imaging device images at least a portion of each check document in a set of 
check documents (Cahill, column 8, lines 25-33), but does not disclose any other 
limitations. However, Funk discloses a computer, said computer in 
communication with said imaging device, wherein said computer reads at least a 
portion of said image of each said check document for account number 
information and compares the account information of each check document in 
said set to account information from every other check document in said set 
(Funk, column 2, lines 36-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to combine the imaging methods of Cahill 
with the system of Funk because providing for the methods and apparatus 
mentioned above increases the speed, utility, and efficiency of the mail insertion 
process. 

Claim 19: Cahill discloses the limitation of an imaging device, wherein said imaging device 
images at least a portion of each check document in a set of check documents 
(Cahill, column 8, lines 25-33). Cahill further discloses a computer, said computer 
in communication with said imaging device (Cahill, column 8, lines 30-46), 
wherein said computer reads at least a portion of said image of each said check 
document for account information (Cahill, column 5, line 65-column 6, line 2), but 
does not disclose any other limitations. However, Funk discloses the limitation of 
and compares the account information of each check document in said set to 
account information from a bank document to determine a match (Funk, column 
2, lines 45-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the imaging method of Cahill with the 
matching technique of Funk because the aforementioned combination eliminates 
the need for inefficient methods of check storage and retrieval. 



Application/Control Number: 10/717,428 Page 8 

Art Unit: 4143 

Claim 20: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 19. Cahill 
further discloses the limitation of a bank document imaging device, wherein said 
bank document imaging device images at least a portion of said bank document 
containing account number information (Cahill, column 1, lines 10-20; column 14, 
lines 55-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the check processing method of Funk with the 
technique of Cahill because providing a means to generate an image of bank 
documents during processing eliminates the need for inefficient methods of 
document storage and retrieval. 

Claim 22: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 21. Cahill 
further discloses wherein said trigger device comprises: a trigger sensor, 
positioned to sense the presence of a document (Cahill, column 16, lines 18-24); 
a trigger mechanism operatively connected to said imaging device for activating 
said imaging device (Cahill, column 16, lines 28-35); and a trigger amplifier, 
operatively connecting said trigger sensor and said trigger mechanism (Cahill, 
column 16, lines 18-44). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to combine the check processing method of 
Funk with the technique of Cahill because providing a means to generate an 
image of documents during processing eliminates the need for inefficient 
methods of document storage and retrieval. 

Claim 23: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 21. Cahill 
further discloses wherein said imaging device is a digital, region of interest 
camera (Cahill, column 14, lines 20-25). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the check 
processing method of Funk with the technique of Cahill because providing a 
means to generate an image of documents during processing eliminates the 
need for inefficient methods of document storage and retrieval. 
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Claim 32: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 19. Funk 
further discloses wherein said account information comprises a character string 
of numbers (Funk, column 1, lines 39-45). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the method of 
Cahill with the data capturing technique of Funk because the ability to read 
account information comprised of a character string adds functionality to the mail 
insertion system and makes it more versatile. 

8. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Funk/DiNapoli as applied 
to claim 1 above, and further in view of Cahill. 

Claim 3: Funk/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 1, but 

does not disclose the limitation of capturing an image of at least a portion of said 
check document. However, Cahill discloses a document imaging machine that 
captures an image of both sides of a check (Cahill, column 8, lines 25-50). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the processing method of Funk/DiNapoli with the document 
imaging technique of Cahill because the use of digital images to identify checks 
provides a more cost effective method of handling and storing checks (Cahill, 
column 3, lines 36-45). 

9. Claims 6, 7, 11, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Funk/DiNapoli and further in view of Guiles (US 6,607,190 B1). 

Claim 6: Funk/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 1, but 

does not disclose the limitations of monitoring the position of said bank 
document; and regulating merger of said check documents with said bank 
document. However, Guiles discloses a system for controlling the spacing 
between documents as they are merged together for mail insertion (Guiles, 
column 1, lines 5-15). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine the matching method of Funk/DiNapoli 
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with the spacing technique of Guiles because monitoring the position of 
documents during the mail insertion process lessens the risks of jams or other 
integrity-compromising events (Guiles, column 3, lines 4-8). 
Claim 7: Funk/DiNapoli/Guiles discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 

6. DiNapoli further discloses the limitation of identifying mismatches between 
check documents and said bank document (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 1-10). 

Claim 12: Funk/DiNapoli/Guiles discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 

7. DiNapoli further discloses the limitation of wherein said mismatched document 
is marked as mismatched error document (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 10-25). 

Claim 11: Funk/DiNapoli/Guiles discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 
12. DiNapoli further discloses the limitation of diverting said bank document 
containing said mismatched document (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 10-25). 

10. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Funk/DiNapoli and 
further in view of Jones (6,526,574 B1 ). 

Claim 14: Funk/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 1, but 
does not disclose the limitation of wherein said account information is matched 
using mismatch tolerance levels. However, Jones discloses a method of 
matching two character strings with a predetermined tolerance level (Jones, 
column 7, line 60-column 8, line 13). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the matching 
method of Funk/DiNapoli with the matching tolerance levels of Jones because 
doing so would add flexibility to the mail insertion process and improve efficiency. 

11. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill/Funk and further in 
view of Smith (US 2,294,809). 

Claim 21: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 20. Cahill 
further discloses a camera, said camera positioned to obtain an image of at least 
a portion of said check document (Cahill, column 16, lines 18-44); and a trigger 
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device, said trigger device sensing said check document and activating said 
camera to obtain an image of said check document (Cahill, column 16, lines 18- 
44). Cahill/Funk does not disclose any other limitation. However, Smith 
discloses a light source, said light source illuminating said document (Smith, 
page 2, lines 9-1 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to combine the document processing method of 
Cahill/Funk with the light source of Smith because the use of a light source 
during the imaging process improves the quality of the image. 
12. Claims 24-26 and 28-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill, 
and in view of DiNapoli. 

Claim 24: Cahill discloses the limitation of having a bank document imaging device 
positioned to image bank documents traveling along an AIM conveyor (Cahill, 
column 14, lines 55-67: the imager being an imaging device); a check feeder, 
having a check document imaging device positioned to image check documents 
merging with said AIM conveyor (Cahill, column 14, lines 15-30; the digital 
imager being an imaging device); and a computer for processing images 
obtained from the bank document imaging device and the check document 
imaging device for comparison of account information (Cahill, column 10, lines 
45-55). Cahill does not disclose any other limitations. However, DiNapoli 
discloses the limitation of an automated in-line mailing device (AIM) (DiNapoli, 
column 1, lines 5-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine the imaging method of Cahill with the 
document processing technique of DiNapoli because the electronic storage and 
processing of check images improves the efficiency of the mail insertion process. 

Claim 25: Cahill/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 24. 

DiNapoli further discloses a document control system, said document control 
system in communication with said computer, wherein said document control 
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system operates with said computer to regulate said check documents and said 
bank statements during a mail insertion operation (DiNapoli, column 8, lines 25- 
55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine the methods of Cahill with the processing technique of 
DiNapoli because it is more efficient to have a computer regulate the process 
and avoid having to have an operator manually reconcile more than one collation 
in case of an error (DiNapoli, column 3, lines 15-22). 

Claim 26: Cahill/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 24. 

DiNapoli further discloses a control panel, said control panel in communication 
with said computer (DiNapoli, column 8, lines 30-55). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine 
the methods of Cahill with the processing technique of DiNapoli because it is 
more efficient to have a computer regulate the process and avoid having to have 
an operator manually reconcile more than one collation in case of an error 
(DiNapoli, column 3, lines 15-22). 

Claim 28: Cahill/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 24. 

DiNapoli further discloses wherein said check feeder is halted when a mismatch 
between said bank document and said check document is detected by said 
computer (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 10-25). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the methods of 
Cahill with the processing technique of DiNapoli because it is more efficient to 
have a computer regulate the process and avoid having to have an operator 
manually reconcile more than one collation in case of an error (DiNapoli, column 
3, lines 15-22). 

Claim 29: Cahill/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 24. 

DiNapoli further discloses wherein said check feeder marks mismatched check 
documents for diverting (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 10-25). It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine 
the methods of Cahill with the processing technique of DiNapoli because it is 
more efficient to have a computer regulate the process and avoid having to have 
an operator manually reconcile more than one collation in case of an error 
(DiNapoli, column 3, lines 15-22). 

Claim 30: Cahill/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 24. 

DiNapoli further discloses wherein said check feeder diverts mismatched check 
documents (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 10-25). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the imaging method of Cahill with the 
mailing technique of DiNapoli because providing for an automated method of 
removing identified errors improves processing speed and efficiency. 

Claim 31: Cahill/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 24. 

DiNapoli further discloses wherein said AIM diverts mismatched checks and 
statement documents (DiNapoli, column 10, lines 10-25). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the imaging method of Cahill 
with the mailing technique of DiNapoli because providing for an automated 
method of removing identified errors improves processing speed and efficiency. 
13. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill/DiNapoli, and 

further in view of Guiles. 

Claim 27: Cahill/DiNapoli discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 25, but 
does not disclose any other limitations. However, Guiles discloses a drive 
assembly for controlling the rate of checks passing through the check feeder 
(Guiles, column 9, lines 15-30). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the methods of 
Cahill/DiNapoli with the check feeder technique of Guiles because implementing 
a method to regulate how checks are fed into the insertion system reduces 
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mechanical failures due to jams and increases the overall performance of the 
system. 

14. Claims 17 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill/Funk 
and further in view of DiNapoli. 

Claim 17: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 16. Cahill 
further discloses the following limitations, but does not disclose any other 
limitations: 

• imaging said bank document via a second imaging device (Cahill, 
column 1, lines 10-20; column 14, lines 55-65); and 

• determining account information for said document (Cahill, column 14, 
lines 55-65). 

However, DiNapoli discloses the limitation of: 

• loading a bank document onto an automatic inserter machine (DiNapoli, 
column 5, lines 40-67); 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the methods of Cahill/Funk with the document processing 
technique of DiNapoli because providing for a method to load bank documents 
into an insertion machine improves the efficiency of the mail insertion process as 
it relates to bank documents. 
Claim 34: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 21, but 
does not disclose any other limitations. However, DiNapoli discloses wherein 
said computer matches check document sets which contain related account 
information to said bank document (DiNapoli, column 2, lines 45-60). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the methods of Cahill/Funk with the matching technique of DiNapoli 
because implementing a method for matching check documents with related 
account information to an associated bank statement is essential to the use of a 



Application/Control Number: 10/717,428 Page 15 

Art Unit: 4143 

high-volume mail insertion system for mailing bank statements accompanied by 
any associated checks. 

15. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cahill/Funk and further in 
view of Jones. 

Claim 35: Cahill/Funk discloses the limitations as shown in the rejection of claim 21, but 
does not disclose any other limitations. However, Jones discloses wherein said 
computer matches said check documents to said bank documents using 
selectable mismatch tolerance levels (Jones, column 7, line 60-column 8, line 
13). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine the methods of Cahill/Funk with the matching technique 
of Jones because implementing a matching technique that makes use of 
tolerance levels provides to the user more control over the mail insertion process. 

16. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to John Preston 
whose telephone number is 571.270.3918. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday- 
Friday, 9:30am-5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
Examiner's supervisor, JAMES REAGAN can be reached at 571.272.6710. 

17. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov >. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866.217.9197 (toll-free). 
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18. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 

Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to 571-273-8300 

19. Hand delivered responses should be brought to: 

United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Customer Service Window: 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

/John O Preston/Examiner, Art Unit 4143 
January 10, 2008 

/James A. Reagan/Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4143 



